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The Task Force on School Funding

Executive Summary

In 2013, the Oregon Legislature eba@6sthbligithe Task Force on School Funding. The

task force was directed to make recommendations regarding possible modifications to the funding
formulas used to distribute State School Fund moneys to school districts and education service districts.
HB 2506 dirdatee task force to report its findings and recommendations to the interim committees

of the Legislative Assembly related to education no later than October 1, 2014.

The Hhember task force consisted of two members appointed by the Basident of the Senat
among the Senate; two members appointed by House Speaker from members of the House of
Representatives; and nine members appointeddimding Goserappointed by the

Governor were those who represented school teachersssshbobadisingthatsiness

managers, district school board members, and education serSeeatlstRitpardonnel.

Devlin served as chair with Representative Betty Koropaserving as vice

The task force met nine times, from Noveauggr 36p8mber 2014. Chair Devlin named
three subcommittees: Equity, English as a Second Language, and High Cost Disabilities.

In addition, the 2014 Legislature, through'aibecigel thet€regon Department of Education
to provide the task foith mformatlon on the Ievel and allocation of fundlng for the Long Term

Comment [mdwl]:  No need to take up
executive summary space with this detail.
dader th -

n an equitable manner to
- alternatives of
these educational services;

and%%ethe#w#e%aﬂe#ﬁhe%a&k—ferce requests

The task foreeeived public testimoMaathitsand August meetings.

Chair Devlin and-@fe@ar Komp extend their thanks to the individuals who served on the task force
and those who took the time to testify on this important subject.

rposeS) [Formatted: Font: Bold

OBSERVATIONS

1HB 5201 (2014).
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1 The task force affirms that the Oregtacteeigiaeel for funding allocation is working as
intended.

1 Itis an allocation model not an expenditaenmgdieht itrad@st requirements on
how school distiniseducation service districts must spend their. formula revenue.

1 Adequacy of funding and allocation of funding are intertwined and it is difficult to consider
changes to the allocatiorwbefurhaing not adequate

9 Efforts need to be madelitatsigghe State School Fund throutghedicated to
speific purposes and to the fustdatggid initiatives

RECOMMENDATIONS ( Formatted: ~ Font: Bold ]

A As Oregon looks to achie®623 g@alsind in light of recent stagnant state
achievement reshsisk force recommends that the legislature consider whether the

rINBWL ] STW N sperry efrn wyryyerysow ¢rr ¢s wn
education goals.

A Oregon should maintain its existing weighted student formula untilea thorough study of
ervrflw pwr mN prrnfpfNn. teoN sffnt seorfin 18
educational equity goals, then determine if the current formula is meeting those goals. The
formula should be changed only if the study provides cleaunresidence that the
ervrflw ¢s [ r fupopeguithgoplse [ N s[ wf NUs WEBNNN

A The legislature should appropriate funds to conduct the study, and the emphasis of the
study should be on whether the current weights are an accurate representation of the cross
distriatost differences for which they were intended to compensate. The Equity
Subcommittee or a larger group of task force members should have input into the design of
the study.

A The formula should be reviewed pegudarsyevery eightl iearake suis it
accomplishing its goals.

ALON nosfe¢mfffdkPresmr [[oaN Yipiws) Ny s épf L wslt | @
Grant and the Facilities Grant, should be studied as well. Funding provided through
strategic investments should also be evajuitedffectiss

A Maintain the current fahivela Hig®ost Disabilities Grant and set the funding level
so that the reimbursement rate is 80 percent (currently it is about 40%).

A Eliminate the requirement that ODE contract with schodT eiisiriCts éoarang
Treatment funding, and make LTCT fuidand bagechion a formula similar to
the regular school district formula.

A [Insert recommendations from new ELL subcommittee here]

Oregon Department of Educatiqn
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A The 2015 Legislature is urged to examine the einergiagtireyreahool
districts of allowing high school seniors to stay) despiiéthgesry enough
credits to graduate. The State School Fund was intended to cover the costs of kindergarten
through senior year of high school. Whertseatiowl disenior who has
completed his/her high school requirements to stay a fifth year to attend community
college, they are effectively diluting the state school fund formula for all other students and
school districts in the state. The fEagle&tsrtiee gaapporting students as they
begin collddmut believes that a separate funding source should be found if this practice

continues.

HtainH isting-wei Ha-therough study of the formula
capl—pFtRFPfNARA—+tN——SfFARt—seFrf+A 181 é6nNN W NJLNWs
g%%nﬂewﬁuﬂ%ﬁh&%wmnﬁem%meeﬂﬂgﬁes&gea!smqe%rmula should be changed

NNF-0 [ E [ ON s wf NUs

- 2 . phasis of the study should
OR-W entweigh dettitiaosif the cross

e ' ' g gbcommittee or a larger

dy. The formula should be

B[ onfLwslf [ oN 3
gh strategic investments

fvestments
she&ld—be—evalua{eﬁepﬂmpmeenmfe—eﬁeets%ﬁake—s&mhe%do not create unintended
conseguences.

A—The practices-of successful-districts-should-be-identified-and-shared with other districts in a
systaic-way-so-that-all-districts-can-benefittn-orderto-achieve-equity-of student outcomes, all
districtsneedto-be-using-theirresourcesinthe-most-effective-manner—Additional resources alone

will net-ensure better olitpesnesces-must-be-used wisely
A—Fhestudysheuld—e*ple#&ﬁh%a#esem&equﬁyissues%haﬁa&—best dealt with outside of the
ed'H'Gat'i'Gﬂ—S'y'értem. Comment [mdw2]:  Not sure what this

statement means?

o that {

Fegﬁlair—seheel—elﬁfmet—formula
—lhe%@%egﬂatu%&mwged—te—aa;mne%h&pn&eﬂe&e%&”emﬂg-h@hschool seniors to stay on a

itution, with
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e-School Fund

A <« Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.25", No bullets or
numbering
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The Task Force on School Funding

Task Force Membership

Sen. Richard Devlin, Chair
Senate District 19

Rep. Betty Komp, Vie€hair
House District 22

Sen. Fred Girod
Senat®istrict 9

Rep. Sherrie Sprenger
House District 17

Kelly K. Devlin
Teacher, David Douglash®olDistrict

John W. Hayes, Jr., PhD
Chair, Forest Grove School Board

Claire S Hertz
Beaverton School District Chief Financi
Officer

Steven G. Isaacs
President, Oregon Virtual Schools

Sena E. Norton
Teacher, Oregon Trial School District

Bobbie Regan
Oregon Schools Board Assn. Board
Member

John M Rexford

Superintendent, High Desert ESD
Heidi A Sipe

Superintendent, Umatilla School Distric

Michal D Wolfe
Chief Operations Officer, Salétaizer

School District

INTRODUCTION

The KL.2 education budget is a significant portion of the

s [ wf N Bop@InpercefEnnds are distributed to

school distrtti®ughstatutofgrmula created in 1991.

While elements of the formula have been added or modified
or removed, the last whelgesalkthe formbhathe

Legislatunas in 19Y99.

In 2013, the Oregon Legislature eb@éted HB 2

establishing the Task Forcd &nir&thgoThe

legislatiatirectatie task fotrcenake recommendations
regarding possible modifications to the funding formulas
used to distribute State School Fund moneys to school
districts and education service districts. HB 2506 directed the
taskdrce to report its findings and recommendations to the
interim committees of the Legislative Assembly related to
education no later than October 1, 2014.

The Hhember task force consisted of two members
appointed by the President of the Senatedrom among
Senate; two members appointed by House Speaker from
amongnembers of the House of Representatives; and nine
members appointed by the Governor. Among those
appointed by the Governor were those who represented
school teachers, school adminisiathssiisich

business managers, district school board members, and
education service district personnel.

Senator Richard Devlin served as chair with Representative

2| egislative Fiscal Officel®2Bi@get Highlights Update, p. 4. https://www.oregonlegislature.gev/lfo/Documents/2013

15BudgetHighlightsUpdate.pdf

®House Special Committee on SchdbieF8tatee&chool Fund Distribution Formula: Tirr8dpteanDea2ge0.

* Outside parties have also looked at the formulavetgave emmds. In 2005, a report was prepared for The
Chalkboard Prapreggon School Finance: A Review of System Stability, Adequacy, Edbeyfali@vimgnsparency
year, another report was prepared for The ChalgbimsmidPEsfmient and Sufficient Funding for Every Publicly

Funded® Student in Oregon

Oregon Department of Educatiqn_
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Betty Komp serving ahaicehe task force met nine times, from Notremlgdr 2013

September 2014. Chair Devlin named three subcommittees: Equity, English as a Second Language, and
High Cost DisabifMiesunthe task fareeeived public testimony at its March and August

meetingsiembers of the public raised isspestalmiuha formula that were falling short of

meeting the nBed Appelfor summaries of public testimony received.

In addition to examining the three topics of its subcommitteegaskgfeate refdpthed
the histoand inteoitthe school funding distributioaseveiltEEecomponents of the
formula itseliid hearégentations on a number «f program

While the focus of the task force was on the distribution formula, the issue of funding adequacy was a
recurretiteme, with some members believing that the twinteeneisdoelpsealyld not

be analyzed separately. Members of tentaakfpessl that funding adequacy was a

critical factor in any discussion of school funding.

BACKGROUND
THE STATE SCHOOL FUND
Prior to passage of Ballot Measowes dyere largely dependent on local property taxes. Revenue
raisefbr school disttlotsugh this methddd significantly throughout Oregon. Economically
depressed counties oithr@sescempt properties could not raise the same amount of revenue as
other counti®#h the passage of Ballot Measure 5 (1990) an8(gE9I9E tMedsnding
2013-15 School Formula Resources of Oregon schools
Millions of Dollars dramatically changed.
b sl Both measures limited
smeomera  Property taxesclon@s
Federalfunds—and education service

<1%
Common School district&unding shifted

/ oy from local property taxes
b anothertocat 10 the state General Fund.

State General Fund
64% Revenue
1%
Property Tox & Measure 5 required the
Timber Tax .
Revenues state legislature to offset

R lost property tax revenue

with money from the state
State Share - $6,550 million Local Share - $3,190 million General Fund, which is
o i composed primafrily
state income taxes. As a result, Oregon schools are increasingly supportet by state, not local, dollars.

| 5The amount oftate dollarany particular district receives varies from digtritistrict.See Tablgl.

Oregon Department of Educatign
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Total Operating Revenue
of Oregon School Districts
$6.0
$5.5
$5.0 Total
$4.5 /
$4.0 /AV
$3.5
g $30 __— State
= / 7~ —
= $25 |- e~~~ -~
o - N ~
$2.0 > —
$1.5 “\___\<-' Local ——
$1.0 - —
g Federal _o===~_
05— ——————————— em = ==
$0.0 =772 ket
% "%, . "% % %%, % "%, . % % 0. %, . % 0. % . 0. . 0, 0, O
2, ‘9/:% Ry, Bo, Ko, B B, g, g B, 2o, Oz‘oe Ry B, Fa, Bo B, Py Bap By B, 2 2

NOTETfechnicallg N

YiJw/N iporry efrnP prrsoésfs re rrrNgs
does not include local reieveaeer, fisthat arein throughdisributidormula include
both state and local dollars.

School funding is determined by the Legislature, using available state dollars and is weighed against
other needs of the state. It ishasel gystem.

LOCAL REVENUES
Property taxes
Common School Fund
County School Fund
Federal forest revenue
County trust forest revenues
ESD shared revenues
Supplantable federal funds
Payments in -lieu of property taxes
Local option taxes above limit

Legislators, frustrated by the disconnect between the state

education budget and the actealwsziagstudents in

Oregasthools, created the Quality EducatRGOlcbed in

hae Jws NsfumidésoNnn Y[ r nNed[ N [ ®N
estdished quality goals for kindergarten through grade 12 public
educatiotPhe Quality Education Commission oversees this

process and writes a biennial report. The Oregon Department of

Education staffs the commission. Those reports, and other QEC

work mdpe found on the ODE virdipsiteaww.ode.state.or.us/search/resWtisiteid=166
informing debate on the adequate level of state funding, neither the Governor nor the Legislature uses
the QEWhIculated amount to budget education dollars.

®ORS 327.497

Oregon Department of Educatiqn
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THE STATE SCHOOL FUND DISTRIBUTION FORMULA

History

As early as 1978, the Oregturé egisiained the funding disparities among school districts.

While wide disparities were found, the impetus to address funding differences did not exist prior to
passage of Ballot Measure B\ithli9@0shift to primarily state funding, ifeseirequit

deemed unaccetai®e: measure of fairness was implemented, influenced by school finance court
cases.

Awork group was formed under the leadership of the Legislative Revenue Office and included
education stakeholdg¢rsiggyd ¢ [ e r & [ fungig mgthoGibgumalmgsdistsijutig N s U
method develapeldadopted by the 1991 Lesgpstatamnly referred to as the State School

Fund (SSF) Distribution Fonen@8F Distributiona is the statutoryaste@ihfairness

applied to the financial needs of schéfiidisisptscts of the formula have been modified over

the years, the basic framework has not changed since its inception in 1991.

The measure of equity adopted by the legisiiyueeisicfasantial resources per

student for similar groups of students. This was the primary measure of equity used in school
finance in 1991. Funding equity per student may generally provide for similar educational
programs and opportunities. Hioshegerduity does not necessarily result in equal

educational results or achievement levels

Legislative Revenue Office.
K-12 and ESD School Finance, State School FurRddestdbRigmd0.4Rly 2010

Themechanism wsettliver equal financial resources per student for similaisgroups of students
student weighting systeenexpensive to educate studarndsgeceieighe weights

were intendeadjogtindinfpr unavoidatdstlifferences betgemips of studByts
fundingeightedudesgquallgcross the state, eacimdigtgenerally provide for similar

educational programs and opportunities.

The following principles guided the development of the new Histribution formula:
1 Share althool funding sources statewide.

0 Method: Allocate all state and local general operating revenue.
1 Let school districts decide how to spend their allocation.

0 Method: Distribute state aid in lump sum, not categorical grants.

"Legislative Revenue Offzanid ESD School Finance, State School Fund Distributiorl Relssya@BilBeport #2
8 Legislative Revenue Offzand ESD School Finance, State School FiResBastibRimal®#2uly 2010

Oregon Department of Educatign il
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1 Create funding differendes wmtpntrollable cost diffgoeseeisl incenting districts to
oveidentify students that were eligible for additional funding)
0 Method: Justify revenue differences in a rational manner.

9 Avoid incentives for school districts to increéisa.their alloca
o0 Method: minimize number of classifications and set limits.

LeoN erBrflw sfwefs [¢/]o® w nodésfesonfUs Lrpwy BNYLNT
wnperss [JoN s/ wf N ¢5 nN[ NBT ¢ ocaIMevenuedoN s [ wf N BNYU N[
arrive at the total amount of funding for each district based on the number of weighted students the

district hdsable 1.1 reflects local and state revenue per district

f
N

Thel99worlgroup maintained the transportation furmleagddrmul@8the pre
Measure 5 formula, 60 giereisportationn@steimbursed. When the new formula was

Formatted: Font: (Default) Aparajita, 14 pt

$7,000

$6,000 | i

$5,000
$4,000
$3,000
$2,000
$1,000

$0

| OLocal Revenue W State School Fund |

developed, this was changed to 70 percent. The 30 percent was to encourage local districts to minimize
costs incurted®03the formula was changed again to give the 10% of highest cost districts a 90%
reimbursement, the next 10% of distreitalauir88¥ent. The remaining district continue to

receive a 70% reimbursement.

Other issues considered by that group, but ultimately not addweidsén iacimietha cost
addition to addressing funding parity, the issues of ilitleyeaeasoditabssed as
critical elements of this state responsibility.

Oregon Department of Educatiqn
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The Oregon Legislature adopted the school funding formula embodied in SB 814 in 1991 and included
property tax loss replacement funds mandated by Measure &catidratotedidigcial all
billion for 1992.

YINB [ ON {Nwss, | NEdsiwfrssUmgpneytekenotEs wr [ s s Ynpuws)
the top of the SSF prior to it being divided up amongstlitier spgemfidistiptsses.

In 1999 farmula was developed for education service districts based on the student enrollment of the

>t oUs nprryr(N{J] spoerr] noésfeépfs. L oON gNEOGs L W f BN
ESDs receive 4.5 percent of the State SchoolifFuwmd off#i anitlian going to fund an

ESD.

The Formula

The state combines local revenueppritpséisash that students across the state receive
about the same amount of dollars to fund theirted B&l#school year, the funding per
student weight is abouti$&88revenuekarstate aidigto compensate. ¥rhaé

variations still exist, edqoliees largely been achieved.

— | Students

2 x  $4.500 Target Adjusted by Teacher Experience
= | (ADMw)

& Balanced to Total Funds

(The $4500 amount in statateingaaamlyjinrecent yedimding hgiown so that the
process of balancing to total funds has resulted in funding pppsiudeat®feaght of

Weighted Student Count
The first weight ierhalmeneight. STUDENT WEIGHTS
This funding is dmeeadtudent Weight Total

Weights

N[{BrLLINN O FhB N [EheokichdSon 1 § ML O Jlo ST Gl I L3 |
siinnNncl pnrfof s8It ¥ o pN—Y N IUEN nwo |t

[ NT MNBS®0 1 P r B [fsthas@Groe® | @@ S [2s [limgN [ f 1 mMNB
. - - Negl d & Delinquent .25 1.25
ofstudents enrolled in the district. HST Foster Homes oe Toe
KigegartenY d 9 ¢ K b - wl N K W
BNeNBBNR [ ws [Jamweeydocs B UWEN B WEN W T
memberShlp, resident. Union High District Students .20 1.20
Small School varies

An mportant element of the iitsnul

Oregon Department of Educatiqn
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student weights (ORS 3Zhe1a8ymuaasumes that some students will require more services
than others, and therefore, willtoaduncdban otheFeese additional costs are accounted

for in the formula by giving those students addiienatigkigmreced studeand
distriatharacteriséind provide additfomdg for thodearacterisfic 20415, therare

expected to be approx@@fie@tudents in Oréitowevat s estimated therewill b
6720@weights

While a student may fall into more than one orstatedatedjoritssthe toted@zeights
(the first weight for enrollment plus two additibnal weights)

Kindergarten
Kindergarten students receive a half weight that refledts/thimdgrgaitbaltiay.
Beginning in 2015, a full welighawvailable to those distprtsiti@liday kindergarten.

Special Education

Students receiving special educatiassemicas Individualized EducatiogePkam (IEP)

extra full weigHtite double weighting primarily reflects a national study in 1988 that showed districts
were on average spending about twice the norm for services to special education students. At the time
of the creation of the formula, legislators wanted @ exoiplicegatinveighting system that

might encourage districts to classify students in categories that generated more funds.

Legislatorencerned abouideetificatiamapped the double waigitcae than 11 percent
r e w enrdllsmdiiowepef, tecsognizing that some districts did have more than 11 percent
special education students, districts may appeal théh@IDmgragneramidEducation.

The numbestofdlents on am#sRveragbdut3 percent of total entalimaethe last five
years. In 2AB73503tudentsvere identified as needing specialezdicetstite 2014

15 estimate, there are 59,010 weights in this category, and ‘dabtver th@28 weights
percent cayhich are grantedthedgierceotp waivBliot all waiver requests are granted.

English as a Second Language

°NOTE: While districts receive student weights, they are not required by law to spend the weitiés on the students in the respe
categories.

100regon Dept. of Education Oct. 1, 2013 Enroliment.

11ORS 327.013 limits theditionalveighs to two, with the exception of thelditional25 poverty ratehe .25 weight

for neglected, delinquent, and foster studemdsthe additional remote small elementary and small high schoal funding

if applicable

12Based on the 2012 Special Education Child Count

135628 weights represent approximately $34,190,100.

Oregon Department of Educatiqn
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Students who are not proficient in English get an additionalstatiemtighahietiicthe

profit from classes taught inSEngdiats must be receiving additional services to qualify for this
weighccording to Oregon Department of Educatich3jdtefen2&E255,402 English

learners in Oregon schools, or 9.96 pet2esttideiEe most common larafterges

English are Spanish, Russian, Vietnamese, Chinese, Korean, Ukrainian, Arabic, Somali, and
Romaniéitn the 20158 estimate, ther23,264 weights in this category.

Pregnant & Parenting

Students who are pregnant or parentiagddigoanld@hweighibe eligible, a student
must bearesident school district and be receiving servibed¢he 2018 estimate, threrg,036
weights in this category.

Students in Poverty

Students in poverty receive an additionahli¥e wesgithdy weight calculations, this

calculation relies on U.S. Census Bureau Data. The data provides the total number of children age 5 to
17 that live in families in poverty for the district as a whole. Individual students are not identified in
thisveight catedbirythe 2018 estimate, there are 26,393 weights in this category.

Neglected & Delin§aaeraad Studantsoster Homes
In the 2018 estimate, there are 892 weights in this category.

Elementary District Stidents

Elementary districts are those that do not offarlti§basdihdadad that these districts

typically spend less than the averagenkesstudeassigned less than a full weight, a .9 weight
This results in a reduction ofeveadbss of 18.55 weitlet201kb estimate.

Union Hi@chodlistrict Students

Union High School Districts are only responsibleuftergguicaiinges 9 throdpleni. 2.
the formula was created, data indicated that théseaistitats Hpeaveragéndisérict.
20145 estimate, there are 12 weights in this category.

Small Schools

4 Oregon Department of Education. 2012 Oregon Report Card, p. 5.

15| bid.

162013 Oregon Report Card, p. 30.

17Most elementary districts and union high school districts were eliminated duringXhent®§ér effort of the
state.

Oregon Department of Educatiqn
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Students enrolled in smateokioelan extra weight. This weight is based on the size of the
school, not the size of the disteayhTleebased on gradedalistance to the nearest school
site. The smaller the school, the higher the weight.

For elementary schools to qualifyalédgfwist  r [ NP [ ®@dN @ ¢ NMNeO[ NN ws [rB
miles from the nearest elementarhedwok digkistall high school qualifies for

additional funding if the school is in a school districbatRssAsamad high school

does nibave a distance requiférmdéotmula for this additional amountlis tinesglite.

15 estimate, there are 7,061 weights in this category.

Youth Corrections Programs

Youths who have beenttakestadyythe juvenile justice systeurtty JudeDetention

facility (shéerm staysjaastat©regon Youth Authority facility (longer term stays) receive
dollars for their education through théeb®fedtimezducation Programs receive an
additional .5 weight for their students forveeigtaisoddtld Corrections Education Programs
receive an addifiolhatight for their students for a total of 2.0 weights for each student.

Other Fac$ in the Formula

Teacher Experience Factor

As teachers gain more experience, their salaries increase. Virtuedpal school districts

schedules based in part on teacher experience. Incorporating this into a student weight was not feasible
so an mdtment factor was added to the base funding per student. This factor increases or decreases

Nwupe® nésfsénfUs muwsnN efrnéreE 1Ns sffnNnp[ mt $25 e
exceeds (or falls short of) the statewide average.

= | $25 X (District Average - State Average)

Extended ADMw

Eaclyearchool districtaint their enrolled students for purposBsstridtsdirtig.

declining enroliment can experience funding difficulties because their costs typically do not decline as
quickly as their rev8ruagoid sulifficultiestate law afls@hool districts to use the current

t NwysUs dac [ orfy@nN w) evpichsyériisareemgisscongmonly known as
extended ADNMhas been an element of the distribution f#ula since 1

Grants
sswrJ sl Jrespb \'(l,qrums,f[ N[ o w m@rgnts fursd @ pecifiziserpice.; [ re [ oN [ r
Oregon Department of Educatiqn
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Transportation Grant

Unlike other elements of the SSF DistributienTFramspdéaation Grant usekgédtial

costs as the factor to adjust for different transportatioi bgibie pesttudente
transporting students to and frifbusalepidcement costs, and field trips that extend the
classroome state reimburses distriskafetbéiactual costs. In thdgasure 5 formula,

60 percent was reimbhis@iatechanged to 70 percent.

In 2003, to address those districts with much higher trathspéidetidagpsiach was

adopted. To determine whisthdigtrecthigher percentage, the average transportation cost per

student is calculated for each district. Districts are then ranked from highest to lowest cost per student.
The top ten percent of the highest cost districts qualify for 9thpereghteyr aeis;aarid

qualify for 80 percent. The bottom 80 percent qualify forthié paréentrgrants

reimbursement rate

- | 70% to 90% of District Rank | % of Costs

= 1 Transportation Costs | Top 10% 90%
Next10% |  80% |
Bottom 80% 70%

High Cost Disability Grant

Somspecial educatiodents are extraordinarilyetxeelgal he doubleighafforded

special education siadesigiento cover these expenses the 2@@islature established

the High Cost Disabilities A&mmimbienniure,ltegislature appremaaies tasth

accourf.school district may receifrefutitls account if the school district has a resident pupll
with a disability for whatigibkeosts to the school district of providing special education and
related services exceed®@8€hedtegislature fails to appropriate enough funds to fully pay the
school district costs, the grants aire the68.biennium, the Legislature appropriated $12
million. This was incre&d&dntdlion 2006@9.

SchodlaciliesGrah

The Legislature createctility Grant for the purassistofg rapidly growing school districts
with the costiuofishing agliipping new facilitezsinot be used for capital construction
cost$Grants are limited to eight percent of total construction costhfogrevsaildings.
districts cannot exceed $2pembiemigreduced fromrBorby the 2013 Legislature for

BORS 327.043 requires elementary students to reside at least a mile from school and secondary students to reside one and a hal
mils from school for those costs to be eligible for reimbursement from the State School Fund.

19SB 550 (2003), Oregon chapter law 715.
20The original threshold was $25,000 but was raised to $30,000 in 2005.
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the 20415 biennipamd are proréitdel $20 miltidoes not caaests for those school districts
gualified for a facility. §rdol district bonds can now be used to fsonise Edisialsire
has begun phasing out.the grant

Grants for Special & Compensatory Education Programs

Progrartisat fall withthis categoeyhee Oregon School for the Deaf; a Medicaid match for

administration efforts to secure Medicaid funds for services provided to children with disabilities;
hospital programs for education services to children who are hospitalized fgr extended periods of tim
day and residential treatment programs; regional services provideatiteckédren with low

disabling conditions; early childhood special education; early intervention services for children from
birth to age three; evaluation servicesvithr diséb#ities to determine program eligibility and

needs; education services to children residing at state hospitals; disadvantaged children program; early
childhood education; child development specialist program; youth care tanters; staff developmen
mentoring; career and technical education grants; special science education programs; and Talented
and Gifted children program (ORS 327.023).

Long Term Care and Treatment Grant

LTCT programs provide services to those students wisieveeata¢ haaitinadr

issues. The education portion of the services they receive peecppttly funded (48

through the State School Fund, with the remaining funding coming from a state General Fund
appropriatiddgercenand federal funoksr¢ent

Oregon School for the Deaf

The Oregon School for the Deaf is a residential and day facility thatserves deaf and hard
hearing students from around the state. The school receives some of its funding from the SSF
(6percerdandhe resbim a Genéwahd appropriation and federal funds.

Talented and Gifted Program

LN [ NBT Y[ WwiN[{JNn wrn cdef/ NnP BNENBES [r naodyqn
education programs or services to realize their potential. State policy (ORS 343.396) states that

when talented and gifted programs are offered ftiselstalevgiifiprovide

financial and technical support. This program resides within the Oregon Department of

Education and was funded with $350,00Q5dyidmn204.3

Speech Pathology Program

The state has a goal to increase the ntHabguafsgesbologists and speech

language pathology assistants. This program was funded with-$3.50,000 for the 2013
biennium.
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Skilled Nursing Facility Students
This program was funded with $500.00G2013illion (26)4

Small SchoolrBtsSupplement Fund

The Small School District Supplement Fund receives $5 million from the State School Fund. Small
school districts are districts under 8,500 weighted students with high schools having fewer than 350
students for four grades anch&6ibstihdee grades. Out of 197 school disuislisyabout 95

for a gramhis grant is scheduled to sunset on June 30, 2015.

Oregon Virtual School District

The Oregon Virtual School District resides within the Oregon Departmeittesf &ducation and pro
library of online curriculum for school distri&sthe R8gZlature appropriated $800,000

from the SBFOVSD.

Network of Quality Teaching and Learning

This is a n@&cher and administeattoring and professional depedgpaniemded by

the 2013 Legislature. It fundmidgliivalent positions within the Oregon Department of
Education ($3.7 million) and activities in sdbewsfsindés! vA8miliorfrom the SSF

and an additional $12 millitwe f@mmon School Fund for a total ofdp4be#libd
biennium.

Nationalyormed Assessments

Oregon law (ORS 329.488) directs the Dept. of Education to contract with a nonprofit entity to
administer a natiet@ifged assessments tenddl stygpiade 10 who are enrolled in a public
schoorhis program rece»&aaP for the 208 Biennium.

Local Option Equalization Grant

The interplay between Ballot Measure 5 and Ballot Measure 50 leaves a gap between assessed value
and market value for real property. School Districts have the option to ask voters to approve a tax that

would capture revenue based on that gaptayfssvidvémeidistrict and is not considered part
of the formula.

Some districts that pass these local option taxes do not have the real property value to obtain much

revenue from the tax. Thus, the Legislature provides a local opfidredcpgifilztion grant
varies the amount from year to year, buBfunukidrit fair Q53

TASK FORCE WORK
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| The task forceameétrtimes, from November 2013 through Septetairem2@y the
scopand creating a framework for dizmsiers daclysf the group. In order to

determine a direction for the tabkdodca vidriety of presentations about different aspects of the

State School Fund Distribution Formula:

v v > > D> D

History of the distribution formula;
A national perspeotivschool funding formulas;
Elements of the distribution formula;
The different student weights within the formula;
Thenew data source for the poverty weight
The different special grants outside the formula;

0 Weights and Carve Outs;

o0 The Sm8&8cthoddistrict Supplemental Fund Grant

o Talented and Gifted programs;

0 Youth Corrections/Juvenile Detention Education Programs

o Long Term Care and Treatment programs
Deputy SuperintendentSaxton Bir English Langieaeers and Special
Educati¢®ee ppendiy.C
Scio Superintendent Gary Tempel and Carasdémt&ineCammunity College
desarin n ptigmspoftiEB N wys SN[ OrBb B EB W,
enough credits to graduate stay enrolled ihiughischiogf-12State School
Fund tatteridgcommunity collegge Appendix C

J] N BN

QP E® sn

By its second meeting in December, many requests were made of staff concerning data. Without in
depth analysis of the current effect of/thettidntarided and unibtenditdct
behaviors and student performance, task force members were reluctant to change the formula. Because
the task force lacked both the time and the staff for such an analysis, the task force settled on three

aspects of the formula it found ofpereéstland created subcommittees: Equity; High Cost
Disabilities Account; and English Language Learners.

Public Testimony

The task foreeeived public testimony at its March and Augbitaf@ientingsats
focused on getting more money to school districts generally or tbqmesanlaugenyrams.
English Language Le#reatssirability of haviopgatyieesystenallEmdemotschool
dstrictsthe funding of long term caadraedttcenters, the education of incarcerated youths,
special education, talented and gifted students, charter schools, and the mechanics of the formula,

generalljestimony from the Confederation of School Administrators, Oregon School Boards
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Associati, and Oregon Education Association generally cautioned the task force against making
formula changes without a clear understanding of the effects of such changes and whether the changes
would improve education $deéyypendor Brinutes otelsemony

Discussions

An overriding concern of task force discussions was that without additional funding any change in the
distribution formula would create winners and losers; some districts would receive more funding and
some le$#is situation prompted many task force members to comment on the adequacy of funding.

Larger discussions included the following topics:

A What is the goal of a public education?

How dother states distribute school funds?

Were the basic mechanigsstfidisiti weights in the formula sound?

Were the weights supported by data?

Were new weightings needed?

Was the funding being used effectively?

o¢n [ oN er sy [40R0CGeafn ¢ ¢f wf N [ oON sf wf NUs 40
What were the goals of the formula?

What dynamic ddirigrplay in student performance?

>>> > > > > > >

SUBCOMMITTEES
The three subcommittees presented their tentative recommendations at the July 2014 meeting of the
full task force.

EQUITY SUBCOMMITTEE [ Formatted: Font: Bold

Task force members Sen. Devlin, Kelly Devlin, JohsaldeyeSeSteManton, Claire Hertz,
and Michael Wolfe served on the Equity Subcommittee. The subcommittee met three times. The
subcommittee reserved the right to modify its recommendations upon feedback and discussion.

Observation

A When the distributionufa was created in 1991in response to Measure 5, equity in resource
allocation among districts was the goal; the former system of school funding (2/3 property taxes)
provided funding levels that varied so much across districts that tbesysted was widely
to be inequitable.
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A The current distribution formula provides a far more equitable distribution of resources than the
former system, bleviblef resources dedicaté@ te till not adequate.

A When the original distribution fooTestedasetting of the weighsk ftudents was
MWsNNn [ BNSNWBNP® e8Br[ [ oNB sf wfNs. ¥sN&r[ Us
was first created. Now, Oregon has data talafdtwstooieofthe cost differences across
categyies of students.

A The fact that we still have achievement gaps for students with special needs suggests that the
current weights may not be directing sufficient additional resources to districts with
disproportionately large populations of shedélteeeitls s

A The fact that comparable school districts have different student outcomes suggests that additional
money alone cannot eliminate the achievement gaps. Educational practices do matter and should be
factored into the evaluation of the formula.

A When school funding reaches more adequate levels it will be easier to make adjustments to the
student weights, if they are justified.

AL oN s40620/Grallceuldstibuld help steer education funding policies.

FentathEquity SubcomniRéeemmenaitio

A Oregon should maintain its existing weighted student formula until a thorough study of the formula

pnwr mMN prrnfpfNn. teN sffnt seorfin 18ryénN w nyoN

goals, then determine if the current formulae goattinihthéormula should be changed

rrd4t ¢e JoN sffnt 1Br1UédnNNs pINWBE NLONN[ NN [ ouf

upon equity goals.

A The legislature should appropriate funds to conduct the study, and thewddphasis of the study sho
be on whether the current weights are an accurate repredatiati@ostf the cross
differences for which they were intended to compensatemntitdeconty Buger
group of taskce members should have input into the design of the study. The formula should be
reviewed reguliplgrhaps evaghyeatdto make sure it is accomplishing its goals.

AtoN nosfsomlffdPres e [JoaN YinidtyGrantgad ¢ nf L we it [ ®N

the Facilities Grant, should be studied as well. Funding provided through strategic investments
should also be evaluated for its equity effectsoBistartkelvasteategic investments

should be evaluated for their incentovenakecure they do not create unintended

conseqguences.

A The practices of successful districts should be identified and shared with other districts in a
systemic way so that all districts can benefit. In order to achieve equity of student outcomes, all
dstricts need to be using their resources in the most effective manner. Additional resources alone
will not ensure better oltoesoesces must be used wisely.

Oregon Department of Educatiqn
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A The study should explore if there are some equity issues that are blest dealt with outside of t
education system.

HIGH COST DISABILITIES ACCOUNT SUBCOMMITTEE [Formaned: Font: Bold

Task force members John Hayes, Bobbie Regan, John Rexford, and Michael Wolfe served on the High
Cost Disabilities Account Subcommittee. The subcoamditemaawerahechistoey of
grant

In 20084, there were 1898 eligible students with $16,998,166 in claims above the $25,000 threshold
(changed to $30,000-0628@%ause claims exceeded the grant, the individual grants to school

districts were prorated, and destrectspr@l per dollar diai@de3, there were 2774

eligible high cost students and $44,550,768 in claims were made by school districts. This represents a
46 percent increase in eligible students and a 162 percent increaseaynutaitms. The prorated p

20123 was $.40 per dollar.

In 20123 there were 29 high cost students with costs above $100,000 and 761 students with costs of
$50,000 or more, which is $48.41 million in total costs. Of the $48.41 million in costs, school districts
receivkapproximately $10.23 million from the High Cost Disabilities Account. After adding General
Fund and special education revenues from the State School Fund, there was a gap of $28.93 million or
about $38,000 per student.

Issues:

Through public testimdmysgussion among the members of the full School Funding Task Force,

the following issues were raised in regard to the High Cost Disability Grant:

1. Should the minimum $30,000 qualifying threshold for the grant be reduced? If so, to what level?

2. If thaminimum threshold is reduced, what effect would that have on the funding level of all
students?

3. Is the grant funded adequately?

4. Is the prorated reimbursement adequate?

5. Should there be incentives for districts to keep costs down?

HIGH COST DISABILITIEE®@UNT HISTORY o [Formaned Table

Schoolyear  Claims  Threshold Claim Amount Allowec  Grant Award Rate
200304 1,898 $ 25,000 $ 16,998,166 $ 12,000,000 $ 0.71 - [Formaned: Right
200405 2,183 $ 25,000 $ 20,054,272 $ 12,000,000 $ 0.60 < [Formaned: Right
200506 1,339 $ 30,000 $ 15,388,920 $ 12,000,000 $ 0.78 « [Formaned: Right
200607 1,739 $ 30,000 $ 19,894,981 $ 12,000,000 $ 0.60 < [Formaned: Right
2007-08 2,127 $ 30,000 $ 23,686,156 $ 18,000,000 $ 0.76 « [Formatted: Right

o U U )
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| 200809 2,365 $ 30,000 $ 28,697,349 $ 18,000,000 $ 0.63 « ( Formatied: Right
| 200910 2,509 $ 30,000 $ 35,887,006 $ 18,000,000 $ 0.50 - ( Formatted:  Right
| 201011 2,569 $ 30,000 $ 35,795,306 $ 18,000,000 $ 0.50 < Formatied: Right
| 201112 2,701 $ 30,000 $ 42,805,920 $ 18,000,000 $ 0.42 < Formatied: _Right
| 201213 2,774 $ 30,000 $ 44,550,768 $ 18,000,000 $ 0.40 < { Formatied: Right
I 201314* 2,804 $ 30,000 $ 42,454,423 $ 18,000,000 $ 0.42 « [Formatted: Right

*Estimate at this tim < Formatied: Right

Recommendations:
The subcommittee reserved the right to modify its recommendations upon feedback and discussion.

1. Maintain the current fatmvela grant prayide sufficient funding so that the
reimbursementg&8@ercemtithout further diluting State School Fund disbursements

To accomplish this, the amount of funding for the High Cost Disability Grant will need to be increased.

This can be accomplished, in part or in whole, by reducing otliee ¢a@wiitms<ssanh as
‘ ! hébrtheiamount of funds dedicated to strategic Comment [r3]:  This eventually gets

distributed, so using it would result in formula

investments. The recommendation is to increase the reimbursement rate withoOut| funding being reduced.

State School Fund (SSF) dishsmaditenial revenue from outside of the SSF would be
required

In order to set a reimbursement rate at, or about 80 percent, based on current data, the overall grant
would need to be $36 million per year, which is twice as much as thtbegnamtt allocation fo

ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS SUBCOMMITTEE

Task force members Rep. Komp, Heidi Sipe, John Hayes, Claire Hertz, John Rexford, and Kelly
Devlin served on the English Language LearnersHeutidocomiigéee reserved the right

to modiff{s recommendations upon, feeditiackl datel discussion.

Issues Raised

Through public testimony and discussions among thiedgudskcRomadd; uhd following
issues were raised:

1. Whether there should be a minimum amousctistdibigedte with small ELL

populations;

2. Whether the weight was too small;

3. Whether the weight creates incentives for school districts to keep students in ELL programs even
after they no longer benefit from the services;
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4. Whether the lack of accoumaipiénding harms the provision of ELL services;
5. Whether districts should be required to spend all of the funds they receive for ELL students on ELL
services.

subcommittee members to validate that these
issues were actually raised by them.

Comment [mdw4]:  We need the

The subcommittee also considered the [rp[RepigynBgeerintendent R@e8axton [ Formatted: _ Font: ali )
Aggend@.‘c [Comment [mdw5]:  Not sure why this J

proposal would be called out?

Tentative ELL SubconReite@mendations
The subcommittee reviewed the data andsaddeesssddheadéccordingly, the
stbeommittee-nthlesllowing recommendations regarding the current funding formula for ELL
students:

1. Increase the weight for ELL students to 0.6. This will provide additional funding for those

districts with small ELL populations. Additionally, this wititielmpsevideesdo
many ELL students who are also economically disadvantaged.

2. Give the additional ELL weight for 7 years for students who test at 1 or a 2 on the ELPA and 4
years for students who test at 3 or above. These timeframesaraatamrsistent with
provided to the committee related to research on the mastery of English as a primary language.
This proposal will eliminate the incentive for districts to keep ELL students in ELL programs
beyond their ability to benefit from the seviliadso Tive districts more stable
funding as they will be given set amounts for specific periods of time.

a. The subcommittee recommends further research and discussion on this proposal to
work out the details. Concerns raised include traskingwequigmaién
students who change districts, when the funding would start, and when the students
would be tested on the ELPA to determine funding level.

3. Increase accountability for ELL spending. The subcommittee does not embrace the any set
spendingjuerement. Further, the subcommittee is very sensitive to the significant resources it
would take at the local and state level to implement an accountability system. However, the
subcommittee recommends that ELL funding be spent on Bhdseesticknte. assist t
The subcommittee recommends that additional research and study is conducted on how to
increase accountability. Further, the subcommittee recommends that a pilot project be
implemented based on that study.

Comment [mdw6]: This will be rewritten
based on the subcommi't
assignment.

| TASK FORCE OBSERVATIONS FINDINGS— &
RECOMMENDATIONS
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FBBat-AuglSeptmeetings

OBSERVATIONS

1 The task of reviewing the adequacy and efficacy of the State School Fund and making possible
modifications to the funding formula used to distribute State School funds is daunting. Task force
members took their roles very seriously, understanding that without additional monies allocated to
[oN tJWIN itporry efrn, [JoONBN [ 4 OrUNLUO[ wymit
changes. That dynamic is reason to be cautious imarggesrandridibgse any
substantive changes on research that tells us: 1) that some classifications of students may require
significant additional resourcest(bgrial education students and English language learners
with severely interruptecefiwoadion are two examples); 2) whether additional weights in the
formula are likely to have a tangible and positive impact in supporting student achievement; and 3)
[oN érywpf[ rcr sSfinN[[S/ spaorr lrespreed 8 onf s/ &t 8§
are put into the State School Fund related to recommended changes to weights or timelines around
funding.

1 The task force affirms that the Oregéacteeigiudel for funding allocation is working as
intended. Weights for various cdteymiémts are warranted.

9 The State School Fund is an allocation model not an expenditure model and does not put
requirements on how school districts and education service districts must spend their formula
revenue.

1 Adequacy of funding and alldoatiamycdre intertwined and it is difficult to consider
changes to the allocation formula when funding is not adequate.

i Efforts need to be made to stop diluting the State Schooldtusidéioatddcarve
specific purposes; the fundingjoirstigiees; and the funding of new, albeit valuable,
services such agaykindergartefiy@as senior programs without commensurate additional

MmN

| or

funding to offset the related costs. ( comment [mdw7]:

)

Te6f[Us oér1yrus[wr[ [ r aenegfthehighest rated obehjld pofresnin s [ wf N 1 e
the nation. While the weight for poverty in the State School Fund can and should be reviewed, the

sfwfwN rfsf Jecld [r wnnenNss [oés ¢ssfN ¢ w ms
should exgldirthere are some equity issues that are best dealt with outside of the education

stsfNrb wrn [oNsN [Jws w RENS[TOCL wmrf] [owl |
me know if this captures the thought accurately. Weéscatogksthele)ete th

9 The practices of successful districts should be identified and shared with other districts in a
systemic way so that all districts can benefit. To achieve equity of student outcomes, all districts
need to be using their resourceseaffebsv@osanner. Additional resources alone will not
ensure better outcomes.
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RECOMMENDATIONS: ( Formatted: ~ Font: Bold, All caps ]

A As Oregon looks to achiex828 g@alsind in light of recent stagnant state achievement
resultghe task force recommends that theolegjiddaituteether the overall state school
efrn uwyyerywvoédwforr ¢5 wWNNRIW N ¢ wnneBNSSO[ E [ @A
A Oregon should maintain its existing weighted student formula until a thorough study of the formula
can be conducted. The ftudyishg s r1 ¢ NN W pyINWB s W/ NFN[{[] re [ @N
goals, then determine if the current formula is meeting those goals. The formula should be changed
rrdt ¢e [JonN sffnt 1Br1 é¢nNs plrageed Ny OGN AN [ owf
upon equity goals.
A The legislature should appropriate funds to conduct the study, and the emphasis of the study should
be on whether the current weights are an accurate repredestati@ostf the cross
differences for which they wid inteompensate. The Equity Subcommittee or a larger
group of task force members should have input into the design of the study.

A The formula should be reviewed pegudansyevery eighll ieearake sure it is
accomplishing its goals.

A Thedistribui  r e «[[FNs PY w1 IN [ ®N i i e, Jwsf oénpfiwseit [ oN 3
the Facilities Grant, should be studied as well. Funding provided through strategic investments
should also be evaluated for its equity effects.

A Maintain the currentéahiven HigPost Disabilities Grant and set the funding level so that
the reimbursement rate is 80 percent (currently it is about 40%).

A Eliminate the requirement that ODE contract with school districts for Long Term Care and
Treatment funding, andT@dk&inding a g@nantl based on a formula similar to the
regular school district formula.

A [Insert recommendations from new ELL subcommittee here]

A The 2015 Legislature is urged to examine the emerging and growing practice by school districts of
allowig high school seniors to stay onldiggpiyediaving enough credits to graduate.

The State School Fund was intended to cover the costs of kindergarten through senior year of high
school. When school districts allow a senior who hes baghetembhiguirements

to stay a fifth year to attend community college, they are effectively diluting the state school fund
formula for all other students and school districts in the state. The Tadit Force respects the goal
supporting studetiteyabegin colldné believes that a separate funding source should be

found if this practice continues.

[Formatted: Font: Bold, All caps ]
ugh study of the formula
o [oN sJwfNUs ~Nn|
g%h%—deﬂma%ﬂh&a&#e%%&s—#eeﬁng#@s&ge&ls#heiormula should be changed
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N1 OnNN[ NN [ owlf

3 phasis of the study should
OR-W Aeigh entetiaosif the cross

e ' e ' : fttee or a larger

— dy. The formula should be

g its goals.

s [ onfLws it [ oN
gh strategic investments

she&d—beex;ah&a&ed#epthew—meemw&eﬁeets%ﬁake%&mheydo not create unintended
eonsegquences.

A—Ihe&raeﬂee&e#sueeess#&kdﬂ%&&s#m&%d%ed—and—sh&red with other districts in a

outcomes all

willnet-ensure-betteroutcomes.

----- : ome-egquitytisaabwithtautsislesof the

Comment [mdw8]:  Back to my earlier
comment about what this actually means.

o that

niors to stay on a
itution, with

numbering

«— '{Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.25", No bullets or J

Long Term Care & Treatment Programs [Formaﬂed: Font: Bold

The Oregon Department of Education has recently reviewed this program and made significant changes
to streamline prociesgemmateandncreagemmunication.

In 2011, the responsibility of educating children residing in long term care and treatment facilities
changed from the Oregon Department of Education to the s¢hedbdistyiavas which
locatetiVhen this change was made, language tegaayngeimd was not and maintained the
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requiremeéimat the funding flow to districts through a contract. Contracts create paperwork for both
the state agency, the school district, and the facility. Bills must be invoiced and paid on a
reimbursemensbasi

It is the recommendation of the task force that the stahatbECchanyidgrovided

to school districts in the form-otaidyrahe department would still provide oversight and

require that the schooldggiendftivels approprigkeig.has the advantages of maintaining
oversight of the dollarsadipaning districts and facilities access to funding on the front end (rather
than be reimbumed}reamlining the administrative processes.

In addition t thtatutory change, the task force supporteene eféb e paimprove

services to this population of students. Those internal changes include developing an impartial
applicatioropess for districts to access the 5 percent Enrdoggnanguads; ie

contracts that prohibit contractors from subcontracting without deeartdnerthepproval

administrative rule to allow the department some discretion in making adjustments to ensure small
LTCT sites have adequatpafunhdlimgling tdéalequate servicedswddfined by the

Oregon Department of Education
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APPENDIX A

77th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-2013 Regular Sesson

Enrolled
House Bill 2506

Introduced and printed pursuant to House Rule 12.00. Presession filed (at the request of House In-
terim Committee on Revenuel

CHAPTER

AN ACT

Relating to school funding: creating new provisions; amending ORS 204.383, 327.008, 327.019 and
329.488; repealing ORS 327.009, 334800 and 334.820; appropriating money; and declaring an
eMmergency.

Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. (1) The Task Force on School Funding is established.

(2) The task force consists of 13 members appointed as follows:

(a) The President of the Senate shall appoint two members from among members of the
Senate.

(b) The Speaker of the House of Representatives shall appoint two members from among
members of the House of Representatives.

(e} The Governor shall appoint nine members who represent:

(A) School teachers, school administrators, school district business managers, district
school board members and personnel of education service districts;

(B) Geographically diverse urban and rural schools; and

(C) Schools of various sizes,

(3) The task force shall make recommendations regarding possible modifications to the
funding formulas used to distribute State School Fund moneys to school districts and edu-
cation service districts,

(4) A majority of the voting members of the task force constitutes a quorum for the
transaction of business,

(5) Official action by the task force requires the approval of a majority of the voting
members of the task force,

(6) The task force shall elect one of its members to serve as chairperson,

(7) If there is a vacancy for any cause, the appointing authority shall make an appoint-
ment to become immediately effective.

(8) The task force shall meet at times and places specified by the call of the chairperson
or of a majority of the voting members of the task force,

(9) The task force may adopt rules necessary for the operation of the task force.

(10) The task force shall submit a report in the manner provided by ORS 192.245, and
may include recommendations for legislation, to the interim committees of the Legislative
Assembly related to education no than October 1, 2014,

(11) The Department of Education shall provide staff support to the task force.

Enrolled House Bill 2606 (HB 2606-B) Page 1

Oregon Department of Educati¢n



[THE TASK FORCE ONGUL FUNDINEODRAFEDRAFIDRAFT

(12) Notwithstanding ORS 171,072, members of the task force who are members of the
Legislative Assembly are not entitled to mileage expenses or a per diem and serve as volun-
teers on the task force. Other members of the task force are not entitled to compensation
or reimbursement for expenses and serve as volunteers on the task force.

(13) All agencies of state government, as defined in ORS 174,111, are directed to assist
the task force in the performance of its duties and, to the extent permitted by laws relating
to confidentiality, to furnish such information and advice as the members of the task force
consider necessary to perform their duties,

SECTION 2. Section 1 of this 2013 Act is repealed on the date of the convening of the 2015
regular session of the Legislative Assembly as specified in ORS 171.010.

SECTION 3. The Office of Regional Educational Services is abolished.

SECTION 4. (1) The Regional Educational Services Account is abolished,

(2) Any moneys remaining in the Regional Educational Services Account on the effective
date of this 2013 Act that are unexpended, unobligated and not subject to any conditions shall
revert to the General Fund.

SECTION 5. ORS 327,008, 334,800 and 334,820 are repealed,

SECTION 6. ORS 294,383 is amended to read;

294.883. (1) As used in this section, “extended ADMw" means:

(a) For n school district, the district extended ADMw as calculated under ORS 827.013.

(b) For an education service district, the sum of the extended ADMw of the school districts lo-
cated within the territory of the education service district,

(2) Notwithstanding ORS 294,333, a school district or education service district that uses the
accrual basis method of accounting may include as accrued revenues in the budget and financial
statement of the achool district or education service district, for any fiscal year, an amount from the
next fiscal year that is to be received in the next fiseal year. The amount accrued under this section
may not be greater than the amount calculated under subsection (3)b) or (¢) of this section multi-
plied by the extended ADMw of the school district or education service district.

(3)a) For each fiscal year, the Department of Education shall calculate the amount available in
the State School Fund for grants and distributions to school districts and the amount available for
grants and distributions to education service districts under ORS 327.008, 327.013 and 327.019 based
on the nppropriations and allocations made to the State School Fund for that fiscal year by the
Legislative Assembly in regular session. The department may not include in the amount calculated
to be available for school districts and education service districts under this paragraph the amounts
received by the Youth Corrections Education Program and the Juvenile Detention Education Pro-
gram under ORS 327,026 from the State School Fund [or amounts transferred to the Regional Edu-
cational Services Account as provided by ORS 327.009).

(b) The department shall calculate for school districts an amount equal te (the amount calcu-
lated under paragraph (a) of this subsection for school districts + 12) « the total statewide ex-
tended ADMw of all school districts

(c) The department shall calculate for education service districts an amount equal to (the
amount calculated under paragraph (a) of this subsection for education service districts + 12) »
the total statewide extended ADMw of all education service districta,

(d) The department may adjust the calculations under this subsection based on current data for
the factors used to calculate the State School Fund distribution to school districts and education
service districts under ORS 327.008, 327.013 and 327.019,

(e) Notwithstanding paragraph (d) of this subsection, the department may not adjust the calcu-
lation under paragraph (a) of this subsection based on changes made to the appropriations or allo-
cations to the State School Fund by the Legislative Assembly in special session or by rule of the
Oregon Department of Administrative Services relating to allotting funds,

(4) Notwithstanding ORS 294.333, a community college district or community college service
district that uses the accrual basis method of accounting may include as accrued revenues in the
budget and financial statement of the community college district or community college service dis-
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trict, for any fiscal year, an amount from the next fiscal year that is to be received in the next fiscal
vear. The amount accrued under this section may not be greater than 25 percent of the amount the
community college district or community college service district received as a Community College
Support Fund grant for the fiscal year for which the revenues are to be accrued.

SECTION 7. ORS 327.008, as amended by section 3, chapter 91, Oregon Laws 2012, is amended
to read:

327.008. (1) There is established a State School Fund in the General Fund. The fund shall consist
of moneys appropriated by the Legislative Assembly and moneys transferred from the Education
Stability Fund. The State School Fund is continuously appropriated to the Department of Education
for the purposes of ORS 327.006 to 327.077, 327.095, 327.099, 327.101, 327,125, 327.137, 327.348,
336.575, 336.580, 336.635, 342.173, 343.243, 343.533 and 343.961.

(2) There shall be apportioned from the State School Fund to each school district a State School
Fund grant, consigting of the pesitive amount equal to a general purpose grant and a facility grant
and a trangportation grant and a high cost disabilities grant minus local revenue, computed as
provided in ORS 327.011 and 327.013.

(3) There shall be apportioned from the State School Fund to each education service district a
State School Fund grant as calculated under ORS 327.019.

[(4) There shall be apportioned from the State School Fund the amount to be transferred to the
Regional Educational Services Account as calculated under ORS 327.009.]

[t5)) (4) All figures used in the determination of the distribution of the State School Fund shall
be estimates for the same vear as the distribution occursg, unless otherwise specified.

[(6)) (5) Numbers of students in average daily membership used in the distribution formula shall
be the numbers as of June of the year of distribution,

[{7)] (6) A school district may not use the portion of the State School Fund grant that is at-
tributable to the facility grant for capital construction costs.

[(8)] (7) The total amount of the State School Fund that is distributed as facility grants may not
exceed $25 million in any biennium. If the total amount to be distributed as facility grants exceeds
this limitation, the Department of Education shall prorate the amount of funds available for facility
grants among those school districts that qualified for a facility grant.

[19)] (8) Each fiscal year, the Department of Education shall transfer the amount of $18 million
from the State School Fund to the High Cost Disabilities Account established in ORS 327.348,

[(20)) (9) Each fiscal year, the Department of Education may expend up to $550,000 from the
State School Fund for the contract described in ORS 329.488, The amount distributed to education
service districts from the State School Fund under this section and ORS 327.019 shall be reduced
by the amount expended by the department under this subsection.

[f10) (10) Each biennium, the Department of Education may expend up to $350,000 from the
State School Fund to provide administration of and support for the development of talented and
gifted education under ORS 343 404,

[112)) (11) Each biennium, the Department of Education may expend up to $150,000 from the
State School Fund for the administration of a program to increase the number of speech-language
pathologists and speech-language pathology assistants under ORS 348.394 to 348.406.

SECTION 8. ORS 327.019 is amended to read:

327.019. (1) As used in this saction:

(a) “Education service district extended ADMw" means the sum of the extended ADMw of the
school districts located within the territory of the education service district as computed under ORS
327.013.

(b) “Local revenues of an education service district” means the total of the following:

(A) The amount of revenue offset against local property taxes as determined by the Department
of Revenue under ORS 311.176 (3KaXA);

(B) The amount of property taxes actually received by the district including penalties and in-
terest on taxes;
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(€) The amount of revenue received by the district from state-managed forestlands under ORS
530.115 (1Xb) and (c); and

(D) Any positive amount obtained by subtracting the operating property taxes actually imposed
by the district based on the rate certified pursuant to ORS 310.060 from the amount that would have
been imposed by the district if the district had certified the maximum rate of operating property
taxes allowed by law.

(2) Each fiscal year, the Superintendent of Public Instruction shall calculate a State School Fund
grant for each education service district as provided in this section,

(8Xa) Each fiscal year, the superintendent shall calculate the total amount appropriated or al-
located to the State School Fund and available for distribution to school districts, education service
districts],] and programs [and the Office of Regional Educational Serviceg] + total amount of local
revenues of all school districts, computed as provided in ORS 327.011, + total amount of local re-
venues of all education service districts. The superintendent may not include in the calculation un-
der this paragraph amounts received by the Department of Education from the State School Fund
under ORS 343,243,

(b} The superintendent shall multiply the amount calculated under paragraph (a) of this sub-
section by 95.5 percent.

(¢) Based on the amount calculated under paragraph (b) of this subsection, the superintendent
shall calculate a funding percentage to distribute as nearly as practicable under ORS 327.006 to
327.133 and 327.348 the total amount calculated under paragraph (b) of this subsection as school
district general purpose grants, facility grants, high cost disabilities grants and transportation
grants to school districts.

(d) Based on the funding percentage caleulnted under paragraph (¢) of this subsection, the su-
perintendent shall calculate the general purpose grant, facility grant, transportation grant and high
cost digabilities grant amounta for each school district.

(4)a) The general services grant for an education service district shall equal the higher of:

(A) The total amount calculated under subsection (30d) of this section for the school districts
located within the territory of the education service district x (4.5 = 95.5); or

(B) $1 mallion if the education service district received a general services grant of §1 million for
the 2010-2011 achool year,

(b) Notwithstanding paragraph (a) of this subsection and only for State School Fund distrib-
utions made for the first school year after two or more education service districts join together, if
an education service district received a general services grant as provided by paragraph (a)(B) of
this subsection prior to the education service district joining together with one or more other edu-
cation service districts to form a new education service district:

{A) The general services grant for the new education service district shall be calculated for
each component education service district as though the component education service districts had
not joined together to form a new education service district; and

(B) A component education service district that received $1 million ag provided by paragraph
(aXB) of thiz subsection shall be entitled to receive $§1 million under the calculation provided by this
paragraph.

(5) Subject to subsection (6) of this section, the State School Fund grant for an education service
district = general services grant -~ local revenues of the education service diatrict,

(6)a) After completing the calculations under subsections (2) to (5) of this section, the Super-
intendent of Public Instruction shall apportion from the State School Fund to each education service
district an amount = (funding percentage x general services grant) - local revenues of the edu-
cation service district.

(b) The funding percentage used in paragraph (a) of this subsection shall be calculated by the
superintendent to distribute as nearly as practicable the total amount available for distribution to
education service districts from the State School Fund for each fiscal year.

(7) Notwithstanding subsections (5) and (6) of this section:

(a) The State School Fund grant of an education service district may not be less than zero; and
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(b) The State School Fund grant of an education service district shall be in an amount that,
when combined with the local revenues of the education service district, equalz $1 million or more,

(8) An education service district shall distribute to school districts located within the territory
of the education service district any amount of local revenues of the education service district that
is greater than the general services grant. The amount that each school district receives under this
subsection shall be prorated based on the district extended ADMw of the school district as calcu-
lated under ORS 827.013.

(9)a) An education service district shall distribute to a school district that is located within the
territory of the education service district but that has withdrawn from the education service district
as provided in ORS 334.015 the amounts received by the education service district as a general
services grant and from the School Improvement Fund.

(b) The amounts that a school district receives under this subsection:

(A) Shall be prorated based on the district extended ADMw of the school district as calculated
under ORS 327,013;

(B) Shall equal 90 percent of the achool district's prorated share, as calculated under subpara-
graph (A) of this paragraph; and

(C) May be used to pay for any expenses incurred in providing services described in ORS 334.175
(2) to the students of the school district by:

(1) The school district;

(ii) The education service district from which the school district withdrew;

(iii) An education service district that is not the education service district from which the
school district withdrew; or

(iv) Any other public entity with which the school district has entered into a contract to provide
the services,

SECTION 9. The amendments to ORS 204,383, 327.008 and 327,019 by sections 6 to 8 of this
2013 Act and the repeal of ORS 327.009 by section 5 of this 2013 Act apply to State School
Fund distributions commencing with the 2013.2014 distributions.

SECTION 10. ORS 329.488 is amended to read:

329.488. (1) The Department of Education shall contract with a nonprofit entity to administer a
nationally normed assessment, in collaboration with the department, to all students in grade 10 who
are enrolled in a public school. The purpose of the assessment is to predict the success of students
on, and provide practice for students taking, college entrance exams,

(2) The department shall base the selection of the contractor under subgection (1) of this section
on all of the following criteria;

(a) The contractor must be able to provide to the department statewide data containing the re-
sults of the assessment;

(b) The contractor shall provide an assessment that:

(A) Identifies students with high potential to excel in advanced placement (AP) or other honors
courses based on a research-based correlation of scores on the grade 10 assessment to advanced
placement examinations;

(B) Examines students in mathematics, reading and writing; and

(€C) Provides results that can be used by Oregon's higher education institutions to recruit stu-
dents to attend college;

(c) The contractor must be able to supply schools with an item-by-item analysis of student per-
formance on the assessment: and

(d) The contractor must be able to make available to each student taking the assessment a free
career assessment and online exploration of colleges and career opportunities.

(3a) In lieu of using the contractor selected by the department under subsection (1) of this
gection, a school diatrict may apply to the department for a waiver to allow the district to enter into
a contract with a different nonprofit entity for the purpose of administering a nationally normed
assessment to all students in grade 10 who are enrolled in the public schools operated by the dis-
trict. The department shall grant the waiver ift
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{A) The district had entered into a contract with the entity for the 2007-2008 school year to
andminister n grade 10 assessment;

(B) The entity, in coordination with the district, administered a grade 10 asseasment during the
2007-2008 school year:

(C) For the most recent school year in which the entity administered a grade 10 assessment. the
entity met the criteria set forth in subsection (2) of this section as in effect for the school year in
which the entity administered the assessment; and

(D) The entity plans to meet the criterin set forth in subsection (2) of this section as in effect
for the school year for which the school district seeks a waiver.

(b) A waiver granted by the department under this subsection:

(A) 1Is valid for one school year; and

(B) May be renewed each school year.

(c) The department shall reimburse a school district for the cost of assessments allowed under
this subsection from funds available to the department under ORS 327.008 [(10)] (9).

(4) Notwithstanding subsections (1) and (3) of this section:

(a) The department may, under rules adopted by the State Board of Education, waive the as-
sessment for specific groupa of students; and

(b) Upon request from a student who is enrolled in a public school operated by a school district
or the parent or guardian of the student, the school district shall waive the assessment for the
student,

SECTION 11. (1) The Network of Quality Teaching and Learning Fund is established in
the State Treasury, separate and distinct from the General Fund. Interest earned by the
Network of Quality Teaching and Learning Fund shall be credited to the General Fund.

(2} Moneys in the Network of Quality Teaching and Learning Fund are continuously ap-
propriated to the Department of Education for the Network of Quality Teaching and Learn-
ing established by section 1, chapter Oregon Laws 2013 (Enrolled House Bill 3233).

(3) The Department of Education, on behalf of the State of Oregon, may solicit and ac-
cept gifts, grants or donations from public and private sources for the Network of Quality
Teaching and Learning, Moneys received under this subsection shall be deposited into the
Network of Quality Teaching and Learning Fund.

SECTION 12. If House Bill 3233 does not become law, section 11 of this 2013 Act is re-
pealed,

SECTION 13. If House Bill 3233 becomes law, ORS 327.008, as amended by section 3, chapter
91, Oregon Laws 2012, and section 7 of this 2013 Act, is amended to read:

327.008. (1) There is established a State School Fund in the General Fund, The fund shall consist
of moneys appropriated by the Legislative Assembly and moneys transferred from the Education
Stability Fund. The State School Fund is continuously appropriated to the Department of Education
for the purposes of ORS 327.006 to 327,077, 327.095, 327.099, 327.101, 327.125 327.137, 327.348,
336,575, 336.580, 336.635, 342173, 343.243, 343.533 and 343.961.

(2) There shall be apportioned from the State School Fund to each school district a State School
Fund grant, consisting of the positive amount equal to a general purpose grant and a facility grant
and a transportation grant and a high cost disabilities grant minus local revenue, computed as
provided in ORS 327.011 and 327.013,

(3) There shall be apportioned from the State School Fund to each education service district a
State School Fund grant as calculated under ORS 327.019.

(4) All figures used in the determination of the distribution of the State School Fund shall be
estimates for the same year as the distribution occurs, unless otherwise specified.

(5) Numbers of students in average daily membership used in the distribution formula shall be
the numbers as of June of the year of distribution.

(6) A school district may not use the portion of the State School Fund grant that is attributable
to the facility grant for capital construction costs,
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(7) The total amount of the State School Fund that is distributed as facility grants may not ex-
ceed [$25] $20 million in any biennium, If the total amount to be distributed as facility grants ex-
ceeds this limitation, the Department of Education shall prorate the amount of funds available for
facility grants among those school districts that qualified for a facility grant.

(8) Each fiscal year, the Department of Education shall transfer the amount of $18 million from
the State School Fund to the High Cost Disabilities Account established in ORS 327,348,

(9)ia) Each biennium, the Department of Education shall transfer $33 million from the
State School Fund to the Network of Quality Teaching and Learning Fund established under
section 11 of this 2013 Act,

(b) For the purpose of making the transfer under this subsection:

(A) The total amount available for all distributions from the State School Fund shall be
reduced by 85 million;

(B) The amount distributed to school districts from the State School Fund under this
section and ORS 327.013 shall be reduced by $14 million; and

(C) The amount distributed to education service districts from the State School Fund
under this section and ORS 327.019 shall be reduced by $14 million,

(¢} For each biennium, the amounts identified in paragraph (b)(B) and (C) of this sub-
section shall be adjusted by the same percentage by which the amount appropriated to the
State School Fund for that biennium is increased or decreased compared to the preceding
biennium, as determined by the Department of Education after consultation with the Legis.
lative Fiscal Officer.

[(9)] (10) Each fiscal year, the Department of Education may expend up to $550.000 from the
State School Fund for the contract described in ORS 329.488. The amount distributed to education
gervice districts from the State School Fund under this section and ORS 327.019 shall be reduced
by the amount expended by the department under this subsection,

[(103] (11) Each biennium, the Department of Education may expend up to $350,000 from the
State School Fund to provide administration of and support for the development of talented and
gifted education under ORS 343.404.

[F117] (12) Each biennium, the Department of Education may expend up to $150,000 from the
State School Fund for the administration of a program to increase the number of speech-language
pathologists and speech-language pathology assistants under ORS 348.394 to 348 406.

SECTION 14, If House Bill 3233 becomes law:

(1) The amendments to ORS 327,008 by section 13 of this 2013 Act apply to State School
Fund distributions commencing with the 2013-2014 distributions,

(2) Notwithstanding ORS 327.008 (9)(c), the amounts identified in ORS 327.008 (9)b)(B)
and (C) shall first be adjusted beginning in the 2015-2017 biennium.

SECTION 15. If House Bill 3233 becomes law, ORS 329.488, as amended by section 10 of this
2013 Act, is amended to read:

320.488, (1) The Department of Education shall contract with a nonprofit entity to administer a
nationally normed assessment, in collaboration with the department, to all students in grade 10 who
are enrolled in a public school. The purpose of the assessment ig to predict the success of students
on, and provide practice for students taking, college entrance exams,

(2) The department shall base the selection of the contractor under subsection (1) of this section
on all of the following criteria:

(a) The contractor must be able to provide to the department statewide data containing the re-
sults of the assessment;

(b) The contractor shall provide an assessment that:

(A) Tdentifies students with high potential to excel in advanced placement (AP) or other honors
courses based on a research-based correlation of scores on the grade 10 assessment to advanced
placement examinations;

(B) Examines students in mathematica. reading and writing; and
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(C) Provides results that can be used by Oregon’s higher education institutions to recruit stu-
dents to attend college:

(¢) The contractor must be able to supply schools with an item-by-item analysis of student per-
formance on the assessment; and

(d) The contractor must be able to make available to each student taking the assessment a free
career assessment and online exploration of colleges and career opportunities,

(8Ma) In lieu of using the contractor selected by the department under subsection (1) of this
section, a school district may apply to the department for a waiver to allow the district to enter into
a contract with a different nonprofit entity for the purpose of administering a nationally normed
assessment o all students in grade 10 who are enrolled in the public schools operated by the dis-
trict. The department shall grant the waiver if:

(A) The district had entered into a contract with the entity for the 2007-2008 school year to
administer a grade 10 assessment;

(B) The entity, in coordination with the district, administered a grade 10 assessment during the
2007-2008 school year;

(C) For the most recent school year in which the entity administered a grade 10 assessment, the
entity met the criteria set forth in subsection (2) of this section as in effect for the school vear in
which the entity administered the assessment; and

(D) The entity plans to meet the criteria set forth in subsection (2) of this section as in effect
for the school year for which the school district seeks a waiver.

(b) A waiver granted by the department under this subsection:

(A) Iz valid for one school year; and

(B) May be renewed each school vear.

(¢) The department shall reimburse a school district for the cost of assessments allowed under
this subsection from funds available to the department under ORS 327.008 [y9)] (10).

(4) Notwithstanding subsections (1) and (3) of this section:

(a) The department may, under rules adopted by the State Board of Education, waive the as-
aesgment for specific groups of students; and

(b) Upon request from a student who is enrolled in a public school operated by a school district
or the parent or guardian of the student, the school district shall waive the assessment for the
student.

SECTION 16. This 2013 Act being necessary for the immediate preservation of the public
peace, health and safety, an emergency is declared to exist, and this 2013 Act takes effect
on its passage.
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APPENDIX B

PUBLIC TESTIMONY i March 21, 2014

Mark Witty, Superintendent, Grant School District, testified regarding small and remote schools and the

importance of maintaining the existing grants. In small and remote areas, economy of scale becomes an

issue. It is difficult to create equity of opportunity. He would like to see the small high school grant in the

law be permanent; it sunsets now and must be renewed. The distribution formula needs to be equitable

for rural school s. Schools are a major strictstopass of the | ocal economy. |
bond levies that keep schools up. His district has a lot of old schools.

Robin Morris Collin, Oregon Commission on Black Affairs testified on
education investment. Oregon’ s diecreasginretpebsandanr ends show a significan
increase in ethnic groups that is faster than the national average. An increasingly elderly white population

will come to depend on an ethnically diverse young population to support economic growth through taxes.

Public policy must take a long view. Equity in education is critical for a prosperous future for all

Oregonians (written testimony).

Michelle Vlach-Ing, Oregon Commission on Asian Affairs, testified on the importance of a workforce that
is multilingual and adept in cultural understanding. The needs of the Asian and Pacific Islander
community are varied. They are a resource for the state. She encouraged the task force to keep in mind
the value of funding ELL, language immersion, early learning, and support teacher diversity for all
students. (written testimony).

Alberto Marino, Oregon Commission on Hispanic Affairs, testified that equity in education is determined
by how it invests in the learning of all its students. He encouraged that task force to build equity into its
school investments and track funds to targeted groups clearer, and tie investments to the outcomes of
communities of need. If equity is not at the core of our investments in education and if improvement in
outcomes for struggling students is not the measure of our success we have little hope of achieving the
goals of education reform (written testimony).

Sue Levin, Stand for Children, testified regarding the sub-par outcomes for Oregon students. She noted
Oregon has seen a tremendous growth in the number of students for whom English is not their first
language. The achievement gap between ELL students and native English speakers is large. The
distribution formula provides an additional half weight to ELL students, yet the academic results are
stagnant. Districts have an incentive in keeping students in an ELL program. A new ODE study shows
that students who exit ELL programs before high school graduation are successful. Districts must focus
on exiting students from ELL programs in a timely fashion (written testimony).

Rev. Joseph Santos-Lyons testified on behalf of the Asian Pacific American Network of Oregon (APANO).
Brought several folks with him. APANO is concerned about ELL achievement. The current formula does
not drive success. We need better results. Some districts have made great strides in ELL, such as Salem-
Keizer with improved graduation rates. Others are not as successful. ELL kids are not graduating on time.
Oregon needs increased accountability from school districts. The Oregon Department of Education
should encourage school districts to use the English Language Learner weight for the benefit of ELL
students.

Bridget Cook, Adelante Mujeres, testified regarding English Language Learners. Her organization serves

the Forest Grove School District with English language support services. Parents come to America go

provide their children with opportunities they didn’t have in their h
that opportunity. Parents do not understand ELPA scores, and what it means to be in ELL courses.

Parents don’t understand the difference between ELL and dual | anguage
better understanding.

Wei-Wei Lou, Beaverton Public Schools, testified that she is the English as a Second Language for the
district. Beaverton has about 12,800 language minority students. The funding formula is critical for
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student success in this population. The achievement gap is a symptom of something—probably a funding
gap for English Language Learners.

Tnach Nguyen, Asian Pacific American Network of Oregon, testified that English Language Learners do
not have access to mainstream classes. Parents of these children do not realize they have the right to
bypass the English Language Learner programs.

Kathleen Jonathan, Salem-Keizer School District, works closely with the Marshallese community in
Salem. Marshallese is the third largest language spoken within the school district. Budget reductions she
is the only staff person to serve 250 Marshallese students. She was parent of three boys who were
English Language Learners; they graduated on time. One challenge is that the school district needs more
bilingual and bicultural staff, particularly for Marshallese island students.

Doug Riggs, Oregon Alliance of Children’'s Programs, testified about t
treatment programs. Funding these programs has been a topic before the Legislature for a number of
years. In 2008, the “Parrish Report” was authorized. There have been g

then. Children served by these programs are disproportionately affected by poverty and are in
communities of color. When school funding goes up, these kids are left behind. He stated that he wanted
to work with legislators and any work group created on this topic. The Alliance recommended moving
Long Term Care and Treatment education services into the State School Fund; amending the funding
formula to make it more consistent with the SSF distribution formula; and increasing funding for LTCT
programs from 2x to 3x weighted ADM.

Josh Graves, Catholic Community Services, talked about three of their programs that serve youths. The
Catarino Cavazos Center helps Hispanic-Latino youth who have been adjudicated to learn skills and
behaviors for healthy relationships and to lead productive lives. Another is a supportive apartment
community where young people are helped to transition into adulthood from foster care. The Community
Homes for Children provide children living in long-term foster care a nurturing home. These are children
who do not thrive in a typical setting. They need additional support. They can become re-traumatized in a
regular school setting. Many are wards of the state; their parents are not involved in their lives. They are
our children and we need to advocate for them. This funding is critical to the academic success of these
children.

Dr. Mark Lewinsohn, LifeWorks NW, testified regarding long term care and treatment funding. LifeWorks
NW is one of the largest providers of mental health, addition, and prevention services in Oregon and
operate three psychiatrict day treatment programs serving children, youth, and families. Their goal is to
return children to a regular education setting. These types of settings have a longer school year and have
to stretch dollars out over more time. The current level of funding is inadequate, not ost-based, and does
not resemble the overall k-12 model (written testimony).

Chuck Bennett, Confederation of Oregon School Administrators, testified regarding the funding formula.
COSA opposes major changes to the funding formula. The formula recognizes that some students will
cost more to educate than others, and it is reflected in the weights in the system. While these broad
categories reflect cost differentials among students, it has not been used to instruct local boards on
expenditures. It is up to local budget committees how to allocate funds. He included some historical
documents created when the funding formula was created (written testimony).

Jim Green, Oregon School Boards Association, testified regarding the distribution formula. He echoed Mr.
Bennett’s comments. OSBA s up pmaking suthority and Wauld @pposeb o ar d s
efforts to dictate how those funds should be spent. When the formula was created, they wanted to involve
parents and the community to determine how best to spend the dollars. The districts all have different

needs. If changes are made, it should be made based on accurate data. The LTCT organizations want to

be in the formula; they are not now. They get funds through the grant-in-aid programs. OSBA would like

to see the levels increased to what they need to serve those kids. The distribution formula recognizes

average costs. The small school high school correction comes up every two years for renewal and should

deci si on
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be made permanent. | t’s a small fraction of the total budget. They hea
advocates on the budget note concerning LTCT.

Patrick McArthur, Multhomah Education Service District, testified about long term care and treatment
funding. The ESD served 241 students last year, almost all wards of the state. They have success
through a calm, therapeutic setting and individualized instruction. Their ESD has experienced 30 percent
budget cuts in the last biennium. They have a highly successful program, but need adequate funding. He
requested that these programs have extended ADMw that school districts and juvenile correction
programs receive to stabilize funding (written testimony).

Kendra Wasson, Positive Advancement Center for Education, testified about long term care and

treatment funding. PACE is serves children have significant disabilities. PACE operates under the

purview of Northwest Regional ESD. Most students have experienced trauma, abuse, and multiple

placements. All students have a developmental disability. Each experiences severe emotional/behavioral

disabilities. Through the use of Positive Behavior Intervention and Support they were able to decrease

use of restraints by 59 percent. These students need to be prioritized and need adequate and stable

funding, such as with a 3x weight. | f they idlon’t get these services t
services (written testimony).

Chris Panike, La Grande School District, testified regarding special education. La Grande has a pocket of

group homes for the developmentally disabled, yet they do not get additional funding. Once students are

placed in these group homes within their school district, they are resident students and the responsibility

of the district, despite their parents living in other districts. He asked that the formula be modified such

that the high cost disabilities threshold is lowered to $20,000 or $25,000 (from $30,000) and the 11

percentc ap wai ver formula on special education be eliminated. The distri
other programs; they need funding assistance (written testimony).

Torri Lynn, Oregon Juvenile Department Directors Association, testified about youth in corrections
settings. These kids have been traumatized. Education programs need funding stability. Rather than
spend more money on adult corrections programs, more should be invested earlier. He asked that
Juvenile Detention Education Program funding weight be increased from 1.5 to 2.0 and include youth who
are participating in a betention-based Youth Care Center as part of the population served within a
Juvenile Detention Education Program. Their school year is longer—the same pot of money gets
stretched thinner (written testimony).

Austin Hayes, Sauvie Island Academy, testified in favor of greater funding for charter schools. He
described the advantages of the small school and how he has benefited. The charter school should get
the full 100 percent of funding that other schools receive. If they had greater funding, they could have
more and better teachers.

Halee Hopkins, Sauvie Island Academy, testified in favor of greater funding for charter schools. She

described her school and the special opportunities she has by attending the small charter school. She

enjoys a close relationship with her teachers and has one-on-one assistance. Charter schools often

cannot afford quality teachers. Studentsgett o | earn via exploration. It isn’t |l ogical that ¢
lessfunding—s t udents aren’'t worth | ess.

Matt Radich, a teacher at Sauvie Island Academy, testified that the statute has a funding at 80 percent of

the school district’'s per student funding8Hs a mini mum for a charter
chartering district has chosen that mi perfcema$omé evel . He' d |like to see i
students need alternatives and charter schools offer those alternatives.

Andrew Mason, Open Meadow Alternative Schools, testified regarding funding for alternative schools.

They serve students who don’t succeed in regular schoo
He suggestedthatOregon has a substanti al number of marginalized students
Customized interventions for teens will help increase graduation rates. He suggest Response To

Intervention could provide a framework for weighted funded or possibly the use of an actuarial algorithm
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that looks at the odds of graduating on time and fund that way. The task force should revisit the weights;
they are a blunt instrument.

Bill Wellard, The Child Center in Springfield, testified about long term care and treatment funding. His

facility has 1150 “slots” or 2000 kids. He has been involved in day t
been discouraging to see education funding for long term care and treatment dwindle. The children have

severe emotional disorders and needs. Their funding is separate, not part of the State School Fund.

When the SSF increases, these programs don't see similar funding incr
many chall enges, they don’'t deserve fundi nayiewstieort ages. He urged the t
Parrish Report.

Margaret Delacy, Oregon Association for Talented and Gifted, noted that there is no funding for TAG

students in the formula. These students are within many of the other student categories that have been

di scussed t mdmeghanisintognowde extra services. While TAG services are mandated by

law, they are not funded. The large education groups have not supported TAG funding in the past.

Marta Guembes, APANO, described her experiences with Portland Public Schools. Students are kept in

English Language Learner classes too long. There's a | ack of appropri
students don’'t have access to regular classes and counselors. Parents
language they understand. PPShas vi ol ated the students’ civil rights. PPS does not s

well. Parents work hard to provide better opportunities, yet ELL students are treated like second class
students. ELL has not worked for decades. Districts are not accountable.

Simon Levear, Director of Fiscal Services, Cascade School District, reminded task force members that
the distribution formula is a distribution formula of a fixed amount of money; if someone gets more,
someone else gets less.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY — August 27, 2014

Bob Stewart, Gladstone School District and the Confederation of Oregon School Administrators, testified

regarding the task force work. Stewart stated Gladstone’s new mission
present when the formula was first developed. The central function was to develop a formula that was

equitable. Some areas of the state were funded much differently. Districts agreed to the formula because,

in general, it distributed the money in a fair and equitable way. There have been many changes to the

formula considered over the years including eliminating the weighting entirely. School districts have

rejected other suggested changes because they didn’'t i mprove school f
supports maintaining the funding formula as it is. More money would be welcomed, especially for some

populations, but without additional funding changes simply move money around.

Craig Hawkins, Director, Confederation of Oregon School Administrators, stated that COSA deliberated
on this question of amending the distribution formula at length. The formula works pretty well. It needs
further study and additional investment. The topics of poverty, high cost disabilities, English Language
Learners all deserve additional attention.

Laurie Wimmer, Oregon Education Association, testified that the distribution formula worked well; the
poverty weight may need to be examined and possibly increased. OEA agrees with most
recommendations, but disagrees with any language concerning the equity of outcomes. The distribution
formula is designed to account for uncontrollable cost factors and does that pretty well. Regarding the
proposed changes to the ELL formula, OEA has concerns. The proposal would shift millions. Under the
proposal there were 169 losers and 29 winners. The proposal also creates a spending mandate and
results in a loss of local control. The shift in funding would result in lots of losses throughout the districts.
The incentive proposal assumes lack of quality or volition on the part of districts; that assumption lacks
foundation or evidence. There is no evidence that the proposals would move the needle for kids.

Jim Green, Oregon School Boards Association, supported earlier comments. He recounted the history of
the formula creation. twas awaytoequitab |l vy di stri bute money throughout the state. It s e
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There’'s not enough money in the State School
local school boards after hearing from the community about their priorities. Do not modify the formula
unless it is supported by significant research. ELL proposal not supported by research:; districts will have
to reduce their budget. Salem-Keizer is a big winner, but Salem-Keizer would still need to make
programmatic cuts in other areas. Salem-Keizer has a significant ELL population; the district is doing
better—they are moving the dial.

Toya Fick, Stand for Children, testified in support of the ELL proposals. She represented a number of
organizations on this issue: Stand for Children, the Asian Pacific American Network of Oregon, the,
Chalkboard Project, The Education Trust, and Adelante Mujeres. While the ELL proposal is not perfect it
is a step in the right direction. Oregon is not doing as well as other states with educating this population.
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More information needs to be gathered. Kids are not being served well. She urged the task force to adopt
the recommendations of the ESL subcommittee: increase the weight for ELL students to .6; give the
additional ELL weight for seven years for students who test at 1 or 2 on the ELPA and 4 years for
students who test at 3 an above; and jncrease accountability for ELL spending.
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‘ APPENDIX C« [ Formatted:  Right J
PRESENTATIONS

The National Perspective
National school funding expert John Meyer, APA Cordathegisefievgesdd school
finance formula.

V Sensitive to the needs of schools and districts
V Sensitive to district wealth
V Sensitive to district tax rates
V Spending variation due to need and tax effort
V Spending level flexibility and equity
V Flexibility in htmspend funds
V Considers all types of expenditures
V Limits state aid not sensitive to wealth and need
V Treats taxpayers equitably
V State has process for periodically assessing equity
V State has process for periodically assessing adequacy
Oregon uses whanexally considered the
APy BOCARPRAIEN o 1T BENeNBBNN Yerfrnuwf érr ersrfjlw. b @
s S .+ ws uncontrollable student need using student weights and
Percentol TotaTax s s Adjusts for uncontrollable district characteristics, such
R s wm  @Sremoteness.
Equity
Cometation {Weafth/Spending) 150 @0 Mr. Meyer noted that future funding formula issues
Voot S = wouldikely include adequacy; equalization
Overall EdWeek Grade c strategies-kirelergarten expansion; governance
Overall EdWeek Ranking n @9 (e.g. virtual and charter schools); new teacher pay

systems; and mcentlves/peﬂfeiatmhﬁmdmg

In terms of revenue, the National Council ofiesesegistata high quality system to

include a balanced variety of revenue sources; one that is reliable, stable, and sufficient; and one that is
made up of elements that are complimentary. Oregon falls short with its heavy reliance on a
progressiveoime tax, no general sales tax, and a limited property tax. Mr. Meyer did confirm that

yeNaEr[Us nfssNnpf ersrfjlw ¢és J[relércE [NLL Or nrry
weighting was low.

Oregon Department of Educatiqn



[THE TASK FORCE ONGUL FUNDINEGORAFEDRAFIDRAFT

Deputy Superintendent Rob Saxton Presentations
DS Saxton made two proposals to change the distribution formula to the School Funding Task Force.

For special education, he proposed making the double weight a block grant; the district would get the
double weight for 1#'ped®nt of its studetiremt. Districts would receive this amount even

if they had fewer than 11 or 13 percent special education students. That would create an incentive to do
a good job of identifying what students need serviceslenatify@nthstudeets. There

would like need to be an exceptions process.

For English language learners, DS Saxton noted that according to ODE analysis, ELL students that exit
ELL services before high school have a better graduation rate than students with English as a first

language@¢ s sf EENs[ NN [Jowf sporryis sorfin erpnfs ryg
life. The formula should not encourage districts to keep students identified as ELL, but instead reward

districts for their successes with this greup of student

He suggested the following formula changes to the ELL weight:
A IncreadestELL weight from 0.5 to 0.6

A Fund the weighteveyearforstudentsat scael or a 2 on the English Language
Proficiency Assessment (ELPA)

A Fund the weight foydemifor students identified as a 3 or higher on the ELPA
A Require districts @0pedcenf the ELL funds on ELL services
A Fund distridbonusf $250 for everyEMestudent who graduates from that district.

HIGH SCHOOL SENIORS WHO STAY YIMR FIBP BARN COLLEGE CREDIT WHILE
HAVING ENOUGH HIGH SCHOOL CREDIT TO GRADUATE

Some school districts are offering high school students the opportuhéyen delay graduating

they have the required number of créditotderdsattend calaegaly a local

community college. School districts negotiate payment with the college, using State School Funds.
This opportunity benefits the student by providing a meaningful senior year and a supported transition
into higher education whicrslikslynrgreater success for the student. The student and the

s[fnNpfUs ewroéit mnrNed[ mt uyréndrce [fodfdrr nrs]

funding purposes.

21Proposalinderdevelopent
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While this kind of program clearly benefits the studeay, thesinegralinoisl intended for

K-12 education for college has not been debated by the Legislature or any of the boards of education.
According to ODE, approximately 3500 students were enrolled aE2santb29iPboth 2011

13%’Because these kingsograms are likely to increase, members of the task force urged the 2015
Legislature to examine the practice and make any modifications necessary to ensure adequate funding
for traditionallR education.

Gary Tempel, Superintendent, Scio@@ghpolDisf N s nsdmNn i pdr Us cdef @ BNWB |
accompanied by Carol McKiel, Director, High School FRetriersGipsyrhumity College.

tporUs Nwvj f prJiNGEN T BrEsWYr sfwsfNn ¢r 2003 [¢] @
seniors,damcreasing college completion rates for their students. Scio focused on students earning the

Oregon Transfer Module, a packadjgisiolowszdits earned at the community college that can

be transferred to any university. The districegaysdool$ ees. Students move through

college faster. The community college provides counseling and support. Tempel noted that the program

was a good investment for the state: for every $1 the state invests, it gets a $4 return.

Withtheprogram,stp [ s BNWJ 08N [ owl spoerry nerNstUf sfry weJ
infrastructure to get them firmly on the college path. One student earned his BA in just two years. This

is a bridge from high school to college. The first ydarcofcollege has [ wys or [ [ s; s [ nN[ [ s
cope with the freedom and lack of support. High school counselors help students feel safe and

accountable. StudentdyetirepBogram have higher completion rates. Students realize they can

be a success in colegeisla huge increase gaintiesiedents in districts with these

programs, many of theyarfesition college students.

Long Term Care & Treatment

Mitch Kruskaregon Dept. of Education (ODE), described the Long Term Care and Treatment
programs. These programs treat children with mental health or behavioral issues. They can be day or
residential facilities. There are 47 program sites recognizétamtthendadlbptOD

enrollment in these sites vary greatly. The school district in which the LTCT site resides is responsible
for providing educational services to students placed in these sites. LTCT receives its funding from the
SSF, a state appropaiadidederal funds. TotabXobh8ing was $34.7 million. The

distribution formula is found in administrative rule and is similar to the SSF. Day students are weighted
at 1.5 and residential students at 2.0. The per child feiv sty dren23181 3,687

for a day treatment student and $15,642 for a residential treatment student. In comparison, in the SSF a
regular student received $6,524 ian204 3pecial education student was funded at $13,042 per

year.

_220DE data doeshaw whether students had earned enough credits to graduate from high scho( Formatted: Font: Aparajita, 12 pt ]
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Federal Avgrag.e_l‘D r Student Funé:ilng I}$5 Federal LTCT Budget3-15
o o Funds $2F5u9ned§56 R
$1,129 . unds 596, _
% Ya'n $6,876 7o “-.::u
..... " _—44% 2 "
I.\ : V‘ General
‘\ Funds
‘ 1 \‘I $15,813,867
....... . ) 44%
State School SRS
Funds SOy
$7,536 e State Schoa
48% Funds ] 0
$17,333,132
48% L
Total $15,541 per studenper year Total $39,493,709

The Legislature, tm@bgdget note in HB 5201, directed ODE to inform the School Funding Task

ersnN [owl [NBN [oN Ywp[fwi prsfs re 18r16nérE wn
gLetL 1Ereswrs. ds w BNsf [, ¥aa nNed[r NN wr YWnNR{

810 studenisteacher + 2 instrlictssstants
1015 studeritgeacher + 3 instractissistants
15+ studentklA teacher and two additional assistants for every 10 students.

Based upon an internal review of the program, ODE planned toetdtkbotwving actions:

V Require monthly reporting from facilities of enroliment and attemdaunitmg in more
accurate student counts

V Request the State Board of Education to amend the funding formula OAR to allow ODE
some discretion in making adjustman&nsure small LTCT sites have adequate funding.

V Request the State Board of Education to amend the OAR such that both day and residential
students receive a 2.0 service level weighting (eliminating the 1.75 weighting for day
treatment).

V Add language taaotracts to require expenditure report submission that clearly identifies the
amount of funding each LTCT site received.

V Enforce language in contracts that prohibit contractors from subcontracting out portions of
work without ODE approval.

V Develop an imp#al application to access theebcenEmergency Fund; put in place fiscal
practices that assure theebcenEmergency Fund will be accurately calculated and set
aside; and communicate to contractors and facilities the existence of this fund.

V Meet withstakeholders to review existing statutes, OARs, and regulations to determine what
actions, if any, need to be taken to assure that LTCT education programs reflect best
practices
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